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My name is Clara Jaeckel, and I live and work in Redwood City. I'm a member of Many
Journeys Metropolitan Community Church in San Mateo, and of Faith in Action Bay Area.
I'm writing to urge you as the Board of Supervisors to keep San Mateo County residents in
stable housing by taking action to protect renters at the county level as state programs expire.
I am very concerned about a friend of mine who had a job offer rescinded in March of 2020
when the pandemic hit. She has not been able to find another job since and has gone deeper
into debt with loans trying to keep up with her rent. Even so, her landlord has been telling her
she will have to leave. I know she is only one of thousands of residents in the county who
could be facing immediate eviction or a crushing burden of accumulated rent debt when
current protections expire.
Keeping people in their homes is obviously important first and foremost because they deserve
it for their own wellbeing and dignity. But if you need another reason to take action, the
pandemic shelter at home orders have shown us that we need everyone in the community to
have stable housing in order to achieve public health as a group. Current improvements in
COVID numbers may allow loosening some of the restrictions, but that doesn't mean that
people are immediately getting back the jobs and income that they lost. Allowing more people
to become homeless, or to be forced to move out of the area, carries a real risk of spiking
infections again. So we need to keep emergency protections in place until there is a true
economic recovery for the whole community.
Consequently, I am asking you to protect residents from eviction by these actions:
- Significantly expand local efforts to assist tenants and landlords in applying to the state rent
relief programs.
- Pass a resolution and send a letter to the governor about the need for continued eviction
protections at the state level.
- Commit to passing an eviction moratorium at the county level, to take effect on July 1, in the
event that the state fails to act.
Please take these urgent actions to keep San Mateo County residents in our homes.
Thank you,
Clara Jaeckel
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May 3, 2021
Mr. Horsley, Sheriff Bolanos, Members Board of Supervisors
San Mateo County deputy sheriffs respond to locations where individuals in the community are
in a state of mental health crisis.
April 26th, I attended a meeting hosted by La Honda Indivisible. During the portion where
moderators asked about mobile mental health response, Mr. Bolanos, speaking both for himself
and the earlier departed Mr. Horsley, showed are misinformed they remain when talking about
CAHOOTS in their voices of authority. No, Mr. Bolanos, CAHOOTS are not and never were part
of the Eugene Police Department, as you told residents in Mr. Horsley’s district. Mr. Horsley,
CAHOOTS teams consist of a mental health clinician and EMT, responding to both emergency
and non-emergency calls without police. If they observe unanticipated danger, they call the
CAHOOTS employee available 24/7 who had triaged the call while sitting in the call center with
police dispatchers who transferred the call to him/her. No CAHOOTS employee enters reports
into the police report database. White Bird Clinic, for its CAHOOTS service, has a contract with
the city. I know this because I picked up the phone and interviewed a CAHOOTS clinician.
Pat Willard, Redwood City
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Happy Earthday Mr. Pine,
Let's discuss your latest article and then compare it to your own actions:
https://www.mercurynews.com/2021/04/22/opinion-california-must-accelerate-its-climateleadership/
quote: "Traditionally, California has been a leader on climate, but now it must be said we have
fallen behind others such as the European Union and the conservative government in Great Britain."
California has never been a leader on Climate Change, California has only been leading in marketing
efforts. Most of our real numbers are still point upwards and also in San Mateo County.
The creation of PCE gave San Mateo an easy out on pretending to be great on climate. But
essentially it's only a accounting trick, because a grid is a grid and power is needed 24/7 not only
during pretend-sunshine days.
As long as San Mateo County is importing most of our power, we are polluters, basically just
leeching onto the success of other counties. A few accounting tricks don't make us cleaner.
Teslas charged at night still are charged mostly by fossil fuel:
https://www.caiso.com/TodaysOutlook/Pages/supply.html
The perceived victory on the energy front also gave San Mateo and it's cities a great reason not to
do anything on the transportation front.
Starting with the Board of Supervisors and the attrocious Active Transportation Plan (SMC ATP)
adopted by yourselves just back in February.
The SMC ATP only has maybe 10 miles of actual improvement, and most of that is still only on
powerpoint and not really slated for construction.
Actually we don't need construction. To change the transportation world fast and cheap requires
$5,000 per mile in paint for simple bike lanes.
If your public works director is roling out the concrete trucks, he is doing it wrong.
Miles of bike lanes can be built at speed and scale in almost no time ... with the necessary
leadership, of course.
So, yes Mr. Pine, you are correct, we need better leadership.
Let's start with what the Board of Supervisors can do for the County, don't point your fingers to
others with so many sceletons in your own closet.
best regards,
Gerd Stieler
PS.: ... and leave the Maple Street homeless shelter alone. The county doesn't need another >$20
million car bridge through a wetland area.
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Cc: "CMO_BoardFeedback" <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>
Betreff: Say No to the underperforming Active Transportation Plan
Dear Board of Supervisors,
Let's start with a little background information:
Transportation = movement of people and goods
Active Transportation = distributes benefits and burdens most equitably
Complete Streets = transportation policy that requires streets to be planned,
designed, operated, and maintained to enable safe, convenient and comfortable
travel and access for users of all ages and abilities regardless of their mode of
transportation.
Cost of Driving = $9,000-10,000 per year and $0.60 per mile
Transportation Equity is:
not about disabled people who need to drive, but the ones that can't drive
not about disabled people who don't want to walk/bike, but the ones that still want to
not about elderly people who don’t want to walk/bike, but the ones that still want to
not about low-income families with cars. It's about low-income families without cars.
not about house owners, but about cost-burdened renters
not about affluent households that don’t want a car, but households who can't afford
one
not (as much) about affluent communities unless they have kids, disabled and
elderly
not about people riding bicycles today, it's about the 60% "Interested but
Concerned" not riding yet
not about recreational cycling (technically that doesn't count as 'Transportation')
not about residential street parking (also not part of transportation, plus it's also
only about cars)
… and about People of Color with the added burden of biased enforcement in mind ( often a
typical and dangerous side-effect of ‘Vision Zero’).
in summary:
Low-income, zero-vehicle households, single parent households, cost-burdened
renters, seniors age 75+, persons with disabilities, people relying on
walking/bicycling/transit, children on their ways to schools and parks.
The goal of Transportation Equity must be to provide everybody the healthiest, safest and best
transportation option possible, which is Active Transportation.
The safest option for pedestrians are sidewalks and the only safe option for cyclists are bike
lanes. Bike Lanes are called Class 2 or Class 4 bike facilities.
This also fits with surveys staff was doing.
All surveys came back with check marks:
- More Bike Lanes
- More separation from vehicle traffic
Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition also did surveys coming back with the same findings.
Separation from traffic with class 2 bike lanes are minimum requirement.
However what doesn't work are 'Sharrows' or 'bike routes'. They are neither safe, nor
desirable, nor All-Ages-All-Abiliites, nor 8-80s, nor Complete Streets, nor Safe-Routes-ToSchool, nor Vision Zero.
In reality these "bike routes" or "bike boulevards" are currently the most dangerous thing
transportation engineers can do.
They still put kids at the mercy of speeding cars and so they should really just be a few feet
here or there, but not for miles.
For example in and around Redwood City, transportation engineers call Jefferson Avenue,
Alameda de Las Pulgas or Whipple Avenue "Bike Routes/Boulevards".
No parents in their right mind would put a 8 year old child or their 80 year old grandma onto
Whipple or Alameda de las Pulgas and yet your staff is doing exactly that.
The county calls Kings Mountain Rd. a bike route/boulevard and a 69 year old person just died
there last year - so it definitely isn't all-ages-all-abilities.
County staff is proposing 102 miles of 'shared bike routes' with cars. This is not safe or modern

traffic engineering and certainly not in sync with San Mateo's 'Climate Emergency'.
During the outreach sessions, staff already made clear that most of those Class IV bike lanes
require working together with other jurisdictions and are therefore highly unlikely to happen
(e.g. El Camino, Woodside Rd, Bay Rd, ...)
Currently it looks like the county spent $200,000 on consulting to come up with only 16 miles
of useful bike lanes.
The County also called out North Fair Oaks as their Equity Focus Area and promised to spent
special attention here.
There are at least 5-10 public, charter and private schools around here and yet the team has
not put any bicycle lanes around those schools.
If staff was serious about Transportation Equity, Bike Lanes around schools are a minimum
expectation, leadership should have.
5-6 foot Bike Lanes are currently the best compromise to set up a fast bicycle network within a
Equity Focus Area and around those schools.
Most streets around here currently feature 4 lanes for cars (2 for driving, 2 for residential
parking).
When we asked the engineers why they propose expensive "bike boulevards" over cheaper and
more useful bike lanes, they threw the Board of Supervisors under the bus.
They said it's for 'political reasons', they assume you - the politicians - lack the political
backbone required to replace one of those 4 car lanes with 2 bike lanes.
That is the only reason: lack of political backbone. Is that true?
If the Board of Supervisors cares about health and happiness of its residents ...
If the Board of Supervisors cares about their own "Climate Crisis" ...
If the Board of Supervisors cares about Safe-Routes-To-School ...
... this is the time to show it and send this plan back to the drawing board.
Staff did a lot of outreach, they just didn't listen with Empathy and Equity.
And here is what Toole Design thinks: https://tooledesign.com/theNewEs/

best regards,
Gerd Stieler
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THOMAS and Melissa SABERI

April 30, 2021

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
San Mateo County
400 County Center, 1st Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Re:

Proposition 218 – Notice of Proposed Increase in CSA 7 Area Water Rates
May 4, 2021 – Board of Supervisors Hearing, Agenda Item # 5

We are opposed to the proposed excessive rate increase for CSA 7. Section 106.3 added to the
water code pursuant to State Assembly Bill No. 685 (September 2012).
The bill and the code section mandates “affordable and accessible water for human consumption”.
CSA 7 rates are barely affordable at existing rates. The proposed rates are beyond what is
affordable for the majority of users.
Regarding the future capital improvements to the system, it appears as though the County is not
sharing in the costs as a customer of any of the required or proposed upgrades. The water system
services Camp Glenwood and Sam McDonald Park and the County should pay their share as a
customer of this water system.
Please do not approve the current water rate increase and/or the capital improvement schedule.

Sincerely
/S/ Tom Saberi
TOM SABERI

